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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Problem 
Social casework and group work are methods within the 
social work profession which are treatment focused. Basic to 
this profession is the phenomenon of relationship which is 
essential in its approach to helping people in need. This is 
true for both methods, although they differ in the way they 
use relationship in working with clients. The purpose of this 
study is to learn how these professionally trained social 
workers assess their relationships with clients. Heretofore, 
there have been no studies that clearly delineate what 
criteria have been used by these workers to determine the 
existence, or quality of their relationships. 
Perhaps the major reason for the lack of knowledge in 
this area is due to the heavy emphasis on conceptualization 
of theory, rather than attempting to learn and develop theory 
from direct practice. It is our intention to investigate the 
criteria social workers use to evaluate relationship on the 
basis of their direct practice with clients. From this type 
of approach it is hoped that we will learn from first-hand 
experience what kinds of criteria are observable in the assess-
ment of relationship. 
Review of Literature 
The term relationship was used in social work journals 
1 
2 
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as early as 1939. The psychoanalytic emphasis had a strong 
influence in the development of social casework practice 
from about the time of World War II onward. The worker-client 
relationship was seen in terms of the client's fear of de-
pendency and in terms of transference. Prominent in this 
early discussion of relationship was the worker's attitude 
toward the client. There was concern about two areas of 
feelings the worker might possibly have: (a) his superior 
position and knowledge which might tend to produce scorn for 
people in need; (b) the worker might feel that he too could 
possibly succumb to the client's difficulty himself, and that 
this fear would distort the relationship. 2 
During the early 1940•s there was concern that the 
goals and standards of the worker would be emphasized in the 
professional relationship and force the client into a nfalse 
relationship.n It was especially important in the training of 
social workers that they did not impose their own values and 
standards on the client who, because of difference in back-
ground, etc., would be unable to attain or maintain such a 
high level. The emphasis was on the student's learning to 
view the client realistically with his own capabilities, 
limitations, and background.3 
lLucille Nickel Austin, "The Evolution of Our Social 
Casework Concepts,n The Family, vol. 20~ no. 2 (April, 1939), 
pp. 42-49. 
2~., p. 49 
3Er.ma Coffqan Blethen, nsupervision of Students in Case-
work with Delinquents, The Family, vol. 21, no. 1, (March, 1940) 
p.28 
3 
The following decade saw greater stress being laid on 
the comparison of various types of relationships and on the 
scattered attempts at statistical measurement within some of 
the studies dealing with relationship. One study comparing 
the psychoanalytic, nondirective and Adlerian forms of thera-
peutic relationships concluded that it was the relationship 
itself, rather than the theoretical school, which was the 
most important aspect in treatment.4 This investigator found 
that there were three general categories that were the most 
descriptive of a "therapeutic" relationship: (1) communication, 
(2) emotional distance, and (3) status. Of these three, com-
munication was considered the most important. The relation-
ship improved with increased communication and understanding. 
The best results were achieved by combining the above with a 
status situation that consisted of the therapist and client 
maintaining a 11peer relationship 11 with an emphasis on being 
co-workers on a co~non problem.5 
Within the span of years between 1950-1960 several 
studies dealt with an analysis of relationship based on ele-
ments commonly found in therapeutic relationships. Black 
discusses five factors he believes to be common to all thera-
peutic relationships. In the first place he believes that 
4Fred E. Fiedler, "A Comparison of Therapeutic Relation-
ships in Psychoanalytic, Nondirective and Adlerian Therapy," 
Journal of Consulting Psychology, vol. 14, no. 6 (Dec. 1950) 
pp. 436-446. 
5rbid., pp. 436-445. 
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"the patient needs to feel that the therapist is interested in 
him as a person and that he can be trusted with thoughts and 
feelings ordinarily withheld from others." FUrthermore, he 
found that the "second universal element might be called 
acceptance of the patient." He describes acceptance as "con-
veying to the patient that the therapist appreciates his basic 
worth regardless of the thoughts, feelings and attitudes- good 
or bad- which he may express." The third element inherent in 
the therapeutic relationship is support. Through support the 
client's desire to be helped and his strengths which enable 
him to maintain his emotional equilibrium are further developed 
by the therapist. The fourth element involves the status factor 
in that the therapist is always accorded superior status and 
the client seeking help lower status. Finally, he states as 
the fifth factor that the "therapeutic relationship is a con-
trolled and limited one in that the therapist attempts to 
control carefully his emotional involvement with the client 
and establishes definite boundaries for the relationship."6 
A further attempt was made to distinguish the elements 
of a casework relationship by Biestek two years after the 
Black study.7 He listed seven elements to be found within 
this relationship as: 
6John D. Black~ "Common Factors of the Patient-Therapist 
Relationship in Diverse Psychotherapies," Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, vol. 8, no. 3, (July, 1952), pp. 303-305. 
7Felix Biestek, "An Analysis of the Casework Relation-
ship111 Journal of Social Casework, vol. 251 no. 2, (Feb. 1954) 1 
pp. 57-61. 
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1. PurposefUl expression of feelings by the client •. 
2. Controlled emotional involvement by the worker •. 
3. Acceptance. 
4. Individualization. 
5. The non-Judgmental attitude. 
6. Client self-determination. 
7. Confidentiality.~ 
Biestek found these seven elements to be in continuous inter-
action which occurred in three stages. The first stage origi-
nates as a result of the basic needs of the client for sym-
pathy, recognition as a person, freedom to make a choice, etcA 
This is followed by the next stage which involves the case· 
worker's sensitivity, understanding, and appropriate response 
to the needs expressed by the client. The last stage is 
based upon the effect of the client's awareness of the case-
worker's response to him as a person with needs.9 
Evaluation of Literature 
An examination of the literature reveals quite clearly 
the lack of studies dealing with the concept of relationship 
in any objective manner that would allow for validation. The 
subject is one that is highly subjective because of the 
dependence upon a person, even a professionally trained per-
son1 to observe and assess the nature of interaction that 
exists between the client and worker. Current studies have 
attempted to discover elements commonly found in relationship 
situations. Up until the 1950's little effort was made to 
8 Ibid.l p. 57. 
~Ibid. 
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define what factors were involved in a worker-client relation-
ship that would have more general application. Black's study 
points the way toward an attempt to discover common factors 
to be found in all therapeutic relationships. 
Biestek's seven elements incorporate all of the five 
Black set forth in his investigation. The significance of 
these two independent studies is that there does seem to be 
common elements within the professional social work relation-
ship that can be agreed upon and supported through research 
efforts. Hopefully, further research will affir.m these find-
ings and still discover other important factors in the 
worker-client relationship. 
The goal of our study is to discover what criteria 
social caseworkers and group workers use to indicate the 
existence of a professional relationship. Through this study 
it is hoped there will be further clarification as to the 
understanding of relationship and what elements may be common 
as assessed by practicing social workers from the several 
agencies selected for our sample. As more light is shed 
upon relationship we will be in a better position to under-
stand more fully how change takes place in the client through 
the worker-client relationship. 
On the basis of the literature study and our own ex-
perience our thesis group attempted to develop criteria which 
we felt would be necessary in the establishment of a profes-
sional relationship. These criteria fell into two groupings; 
those needed to start a relationship and those needed to 
insure success in establishing the relationship. The cri-
teria and a brief interpretation of them follows. 
A. Those needed to start a relationsnip. 
1. Common language Both the worker and client 
understand each other. 
2. Client seeks help for an unmet problem -- This 
refers to the client's investment in his own 
treatment. 
3. Worker is perceived as being able to help meet 
the unmet need -- The client sees the worker 
as being able to help him with his problem. 
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4. Worker needs to perceive himself as being able 
to help the client with his problem -- This re-
fers to the worker's awareness of his own limits 
in treatment as well as to the client's ability 
to cope with his problem. 
5. Agreement between them to both participate in 
a treatment contract. This defines their rela-
tionship and the purpose for meeting together. 
B. Those criteria needed to insure success in estab-
lishing a relationship. 
1. Client perceives he is being helped by contacts 
He feels his problems are being solved or that 
he is better able to cope with them as a result 
of their relationship. 
2. Frequency of appointments kept by client -- The 
success of the relationship, it is believed, is 
reflected in how the client regards appointments 
and keeps them. 
3. Interest in personal life of worker -- The amount 
of interest the client has in the worker as a 
person, in and out of the treatment relationship 
may indicate something about the strength of the 
relationship. 
4. Attempts by client to engage worker in social 
contacts -- Again this may indicate something 
about the investment of the client in his rela-
tionship with the worker. 
5. Imitation of the worker -- The fact that the 
client may change his dress, speech, or behavior 
after the worker's may be a criterion of the 
successful relationship. 
6. Client associates worker with important people 
in his past or present -- This involves the trans-
ference of feelings to the worker, positive or 
negative, which may have a strong bearing on the 
successful or unsuccessful relationship. 
8 
7. Achievement of progress toward treatment goal(s) --
Where it is felt by both worker and client that 
there has been progress as a result of their con-
tacts together it may strongly suggest a success-
ful relationship. 
8. Pr~mptness in keeping appointments -- As in the 
case of frequency of appointments, promptness may 
also be a factor in the successful relationship. 
9. Incorporation of worker's values -- As in the imi-
tation of the worker physically, the taking in 
and making his values a part of the client's own 
system may also be a criterion of a successful 
relationship. 
10. Attempts to manipulate worker -- If manipulation 
becomes the characteristic way for the client to 
relate to the worker so that the treatment is 
inhibited then the chances for developing a suc-
cessful relationship may be lessened, 
These criteria were the primary basis for the develop-
ment of our questionnaire. We were interested in gathering 
data concerning negative, or poor relationships, as well as 
positive, or nuccessful ones. We felt it was necessary to 
learn what criteria workers considered important in not only 
successful relationships, but also in poor relationships. 
This was important because some criteria might appear in both 
types of relationships. If we only looked at one kind of 
relationship we might conclude the criteria gathered, only 
applied to that type of situation without realizing it existed 
in both kinds. In this way we will have a clearer perspective 
of how the criteria influence a relationship in one direction 
or the other. 
Formulation Of Problem 
Although the term relationship has been bandied about 
a great deal during the past two decades~ there is a disparity 
9 
of agreement, with much confusion, as to its technical mean-
ing and in general as to what constitutes a relationship. 10 
This study is an attempt to discover what criteria are taken 
as an indication of a professional relationship. These 
relationships are with individual clients, as in casework, or 
with a group of clients, as in group work. We are interested 
in how these professional social workers assess their client 
relationships and why they consider some to have been "good" 
and others "bad." As in the case of not being able to see 
the trees for the forest, we also have obscured the actual 
meaning of a term which is at the core of our profession. 
This study, then, is an attempt to understand the components 
of relationship as they are seen by the worker in direct 
practice. It is hoped that our efforts will help clarify the 
concept of relationship and give greater understanding to it 
because of the clinical method we employed in approaching this 
study. 
l 0George Levinger, ncontinuance in Casework and Other 
Helping Relationships: A Review of Current Research," Social 
Work, vol. 5, no. 3 (JUly, 1960), p. 50. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODS CHAPTER 
The research method of this thesis involves the formu-
lation of a questionnaire tr1rough which the thesis group can 
assess what criteria professional caseworkers and group· workers 
use to evaluate a treatment relationship. This approach 
per.mits a comparison of the similarities and differences in 
criteria used by each group of professional social workers. 
In this way we hope to achieve a better understanding of the 
relationship phenomena. 
The questionnaire consists basically of three parts. 
Part one is devoted to descriptive material concerning the 
clients and workers used in this study. We hoped to gain some 
perspective on the nature of the sample and to explore any 
significant relationships between the background characteristics 
of clients and workers, and the way workers assess relationship. 
Part two of the questionnaire is unstructured. The thesis group 
recognized that providing a set of criteria for evaluation of 
relationship might bias respondents and therefore, constructed 
part t\<TO for the purpose of eliciting the workers r own criteria 
for evaluating relationship. 
Part three contains a check list of items which we 
thought relevant to relationship. Our starting point in 
developing this list was to assemble criteria that have 
appeared in literature. In addition we talked with a number 
10 
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of experienced workers to gain the benefit of their experience. 
The synthesis of this information and our own thoughts yielded 
a v·lorking set of conceptual criteria we felt were likely to 
be involved in most relationships. These criteria are listed 
on pages 7 and 8 of chapter one. They were then translated 
into items of observable behavior which clients might display 
while participating in a professional relationship with social 
worker. (see appendix pages· 82-85). These items comprise a 
major part of the questionnaire used in this thesis study. 
The worker is asked to make judgments about each item rela-
tive to its occurrence or lack of occurrence during the intake 
and termination phases of contact with the client. The worker 
is also asked to evaluate the presence or absence of the item 
as it reflects on the quality of the relationship. Scales 
consisting of a number of possible responses vrere devised for 
making each judgment. In this section of the questionnaire we 
hoped to learn what behavior is important to workers in 
evaluating a treatment relationship. 
The same questionnaire was developed for both casework 
and group· work .. cases. Questionnaires used in group work cases. 
contained an additional section of non-verbal items applicable 
to the group· work milieu, eg., group member offers gift to 
worker, leaves group before session is over, etc. 
The questionnaire was pretested before being administered 
to respondents. Participants in the pretest were selected 
from the social work staff of several agencies. They were 
Similar to respondents with respect to having a professional 
·12 
1egree in social work and some experience in practice after 
receiving a degree. They were contacted a week in advance of 
the pretest and asked to: (1) select at least one closed case 
carried beyond intake which they considered indicative of 
either a good or poor treatment relationship3 and (2) complete 
a questionnaire relative to the selected case. 
Pretest questionnaires were given to participants and 
instructions for completion were revie"t-'1ed with each worker. 
Respondents were asked to make judgments regarding the validity 
of items provided for the assessment of relationship. Their 
responses were in the form of a check in one of three appropriate 
columns (G-N-P). "G" indicated that an item reflected thera-
peutic progress, "N" that it did not materially reflect treat-
ment progress, and "P" that it was a reflection of no thera-
peutic progress. In addition to this, respondents were asked 
to make written comments regarding statements in the questionnaire 
which were ambiguous or difficult to answer with respect to the 
case they had selected. The thesis group discussed and evaluated 
comments and criticisms of the pretest questionnaire. Some 
items were altered or deleted and the questionnaire revised in 
the final form appearing on pages 79-85 of the a~pendix. 
The revised questionnaire was then administered to the 
~'1elve respondents comprising the sample. Tney were members 
of the social work staff of agencies where members of thesis 
group had field placements. These included two hospitals~ one 
mental hygiene out-patient clinic, and the group· 't-'1ork department 
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of a child welfare agency. Selection of respondents was based 
on the following criteria: (1) a professional degree in social 
Hork, (2) some experience after receiving the degree, (3) accessi-
bility or willingness to participate in the study, and (4) present 
employment as a social work practitioner. He felt these 
criteria were essential for obtaining a professional point of 
view on relationship. 
Respondents were contacted approximately four weeks 
before questionnaires were administered and given a general 
understanding of the purpose of the study and a broad descrip-
tion of the questionnaire. Tiley were asked to select four 
cases each (a total of forty-eight) whichmet the following 
criteria in their judgment: 
1. Two cases indicative of a good treatment 
relationship and two of a poor one. 
2. Cases which were carried beyond the intake 
period. 
3. Cases which were closed recently thus assuring 
the workersr familiarity with material relevant 
to contact with the clients. 
Four questionnnaires were given to respondents for the 
four cases they selected. Group·. t7'or.k ~.r-es-pondents· were a;sked ··to 
complete the questionnaire in terms of their relationship with 
a member of a group in the context of the group setting. 
Instructions for completing each section were reviewed with 
respondents and questions raised by them ansv;ered. Question-
naires were then left 'Nith respondents to be completed and 
returned. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The results of this study are presented in two sec· 
tions: (1) Casework Sample and (2) Group Work Sample. Each 
sample is then discussed by looking at (1) the description of 
the sample (1.e. background of clients and workers), (2) the 
results of the open-ended question, and (3) the results ob-
tained from the provided criteria. Following the presenta-
tion of the results, the casework and group work samples are 
compared. 
Casework Findings 
Background Information* 
Respondents 
Our casework sample contains 4 cases from each of nine 
caseworkers. The caseworker's ages averaged 42.1 years with 
a range from 28 through 53. Five workers were male, four were 
female and all were of the white race. The respondents were 
approximately equally distributed among marital status cate-
gories (single, married, widowed). There were also a fairly 
equal distribution among religious faiths (Protestant, Catholic, 
Jewish). The experience of our sample of caseworkers was 7.9 
years with a range of 1 through 19 years. 
* A de€ailed breakdown of infoi~ation regarding the 
background information may be found in the appendix pp. Sb-93 
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Clients 
The 36 cases of the casework respondents were equally 
divided between good and poor relationships. The average 
age of the good relationship sample was 46 years with a range 
from 32 through 66 years. The poor relationship sample tend-
ed to be younger with an average age of 42 years and a range 
from 26 through 70 years. The ratio of males to females was 
approximately two to one. This held true in both good and 
poor relationship cases. The higher percentage of males was 
primarily due to the cases being selected from agencies deal-
ing with veterans. The majority of the casework clients were 
married. The incidence of marriage was greater in the poor 
relationship sample. The clients' occupations were divided 
into skilled and unskilled, business and professional, and 
the unemployed. The majority of the good relationship sample 
were in the skilled and unskilled class (67%} whereas the 
majority of the poor relationship sample was in the unemployed 
category (47%). While the majority of the casework clients 
were of the Catholic faith, there was a higher incidence of 
Protestants in the poor relationship sample as compared to 
the good relationship sample. There was one client of the 
Jewish faith in the good relationship· sample. 
Description of Cases 
In our questionnaire we asked for the clients' per-
ception of the presenting problem as well as the workers' 
perception of the problem. These were categorized into: (1) 
16 
No problem (i.e. client saw no reason in corning), (2) Re-
quest for non-casework assistance (i.e. helping client 
through environmental manipulation without the necessity of 
developing a therapeutic relationship), (3) Adjustment to 
stress (i.e. adjustment to new situations such as illness, 
change in environment, etc), (4) Relationship problems (i.e. 
difficulties arising from relating to others either because 
of external or intra-personal factors), (5) Marital problems 
(i.e. problems in relationship to spouse). 
Table 1 presents the results of types of presenting 
problems as seen by clients and workers. No marked difference 
was found between good and poor relationship cases. 
TABLE 1 
PRESENTING PROBLEMS OF CASBWORK CLIENTS AS SEEN BY CLIENT 
AND WORKER 
1. No problem 
2. Request for non-casework 
assistance 
3. Adjustment to s;ress 
4. Relationship problem 
5. Marital problem 
TOTAL 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
' i 
i 
! 
I 
I 
i 
i 
I 
--
Client 
No. I % 
I 
5 : 14 
4 11 
12 33 
9 I 25 
6 17 
36 100 
II Worker 
! 
I No. % ! 
I 0 I 0 
f l I 1 3 
I 17 47 I 
I 18 50 
I 0 0 I 
! 36 100 ; i i 1. 
Those clients who reported no problems were referred by 
medical personnel. They did not initiate contact. The 
majority of the clients and workers conceived of the pre-
senting problem as either (1) Adjustment to stress, or (2) 
Relationship problems. 
There was a fairly equal distribution between the 
good and poor relationship samples as to type of referral. 
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The majority were medical referrals, followed by self-referrals 
and referrals by other social workers. The workers were 
asked to assess the clients motivation at time of intake 
according to the following categories: (1) high motivation 
(2) mild motivation, (3) low motivation, (4) ambivalent, or 
(5) contrary to own preferences. The good relationship 
sample had an almost equal distribution between categories 
except for one coming contrary to his own preference (slightly 
under 25% for each of the first four categories as compared 
to 5.6% for the last). Thirty-three per· cent of the poor 
relationship sample were assessed as having low motivation, 
22% as ambivalent, 17% each for high and mild motivation, and 
11% as coming contrary to their own preferences. 
As we might expect clients who were able to establish 
a good relationship were seen more times, over a longer 
period of time than those with a poor relationship. Cases 
in the good relationship sample were seen an average of 48 
times with a range of 12 to 140 times. Those in the poor 
relationship sample were seen an average of 17 times with a 
range of 4 to 35 times. Cases in the good relationship 
sample were seen for an average time of one year, four 
months; with a range of four months to four years. Those 
in the poor relationship sample were seen for an average 
of seven months, with the range being four months to one 
year. 
Setting and Function of Agencies 
All of the casework respondents were from Veterans 
Administration facilities. There were three respondents 
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from each of three installations: a V. A. Outpatient Mental 
Hygiene Clinic, a v. A. General-Medical Hospital, and a v. 
A. Neuropsychiatric Hospital. Two of the caseworkers con-
sidered their function as medical casework, six as psychiatric 
casework, and one as a combination of medical and psychia-
tric casework. 
Criteria Used by Caseworkers in Assessing the Quality of a 
Relationship 
Criteria Obtained from Open-Ended Question 
Each respondent was asked to list those items of 
behavior that best illustrated their judgment as to the-. 
quality of the relationship (i.e. a good or a poor relation-
ship) in his own words .. A total of 169 items were given. 
These have been grouped into seven categories. 
(1) Client's relationship to worker, i.e. verbal 
or nonverbal behavior that indicated the client's 
ability to use the worker as a helping person. 
(2) Progress toward treatment goals, i.e. 
client's indicating his feeling of being helped 
either verbally or through changes in his fun-
ctioning. 
(3) Participation in treatment, i.e. behavior 
that indicated client's activity or involve-
ment in the treatment process. 
(4) Expression of feeling, i.e. client's 
ability to freely express his feelings verb-
ally and/or nonverbally to worker. 
(5) Complaints, i.e. worker observes or 
client expresses more or less emotional an~or 
physical distress. 
(6) Client's relationship to others, i.e. 
behavior indicating changes in the client's 
patterned ways of interacting with family, 
friends, peers, and society in general (e.g. 
anti-social acts). 
(7) Appointments, i.e. client's requesting 
appointments; frequency of keeping appoint-
ments; arriving late for and leaving early 
during appointment time.* 
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Since the question asked for items that were indica-
tive of the overall relationsnip, only those items doing so 
were included in this analysis. Table 2 shows how these 
categories were used. The number of times the category was 
used to indicate a good relationship are found under the 
heading "Good"; the number of times the category was used to 
indicate a poor relationship under "Poor"; and the total 
number of times the category was used in the casework sample 
are found in column entitled "Total". The percentage given 
refers to the percent of total responses given in that column 
used by each of the categories. To help facilitate compari-
sons between the good and poor relationship samples, the 
*It should be noted that all of the categories were 
types of-behavior originated by the client and observed by 
the worker. 
categories have been listed according to rank order from 
highest to lowest in the good relationship sample. 
The median of the percentages was established for 
each sample. For the good relationship sample this was 
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15.0%; for the poor relationship sample it was 14.6%. In the 
good relationship sample, the first four categories were 
above the median, with categories five through seven below 
the median. In the poor relationship sample categories 
three, four, and seven were above the median, the remainder 
falling below the median. Category lt2, Progress TOwards 
Treatment Goals, in the poor relationship sample was near the 
median, and ranked fourth as compared to its ranking second 
in the good relationship sample. This is noted because the 
fourth ranking category (Expression of feelings) in the good 
relationship sample ranked second in the poor relationship 
sample. The client's participation in treatment (Category #3) 
also was above the median in both samples (ranking third in 
good relationship sample, and first in the poor relationship 
sample). The client's having complaints (Category #5) and 
his relationship to others (Category #6) were below the median 
in both samples. The former ranked fifth in both samples, 
the latter ranking sixth in the good relationship sample and 
seventh in the poor relationship sample. 
The remainder of the categories did not receive con-
sistent rankings between the samples. The client's relation-
ship to worker (Category #l) was ranked highest in the good 
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TABLE 2 
SELF-DESCRIPTIVE RESPONSES OF CASEWORKERS USED TO DESCRIBE 
THE BASIS FOR SELECTING CASES ~NCLUDED IN THE STUDY 
1. Client's Relationship to 
\1/orker 
2. Progress Towards Treat-
ment Goals 
3. Participation in Treat-
ment 
4. Expression of Feelings 1 
(Verbal and/or Non-verbal 1 
5. Complaints (Physical I 
and/or Emotional) I 
6. Client's Relationship l 
to Others. 
7. Appointments 
TOTALS 
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il 
·i 
G d 11 P :Ttl oo :j oor ;: o a 
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relationship sample, but was ranked sixth in the poor relation-
ship sample. The seventh ranking category (appointments) in 
the good relationship sample was ranked third in the poor 
relationship sample. 
For the casework field as a whole (good and poor 
relationship samples combined), the first four categories 
were above the median of 13.6% for this group. According to 
their rank order the following categories of behavior were 
most often used in assessing the relationship. The client's 
participation in treatment (Category #3) ranked first with 
22.4% of the responses. The client's expression of feelings 
(Category #4) ranked second with 18.3% of the responses. 
The client's relationship to worker (Category #1) and his 
progress towards treatment goals (Category #2) each ranked 
third with 16.6% of the responses in each. 
Findings of the Provided List of Items for Assessing a 
Relationship 
Twenty-seven items of behavior were provided each 
respondent. These items were considered to be possible 
factors for the assessment of the quality of a treatment 
relationship. The respondents were asked to use each item 
as an assessment as follows. They were to check the "G'r 
column if they felt this item was indicative of a good rela-
tionship; the "P" column if indicative of a poor relationship; 
or the "N" column if the item was not relevant as an assess-
ment of the quality of the relationship. We also asked that 
the respondents indicate the frequency of occurrence of the 
behavior. 
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A major portion of our analysis was concerned with the 
way in which the individual items in a given case were viewed 
to reflect the quality of the relationship relative to the 
basis on which the case was originally selected, i.e. an 
example of a good or poor relationship. Difficulties were 
incurred by using the same phraseology for both the assess-
ment given to an item and the assessment given to the overall 
relationship, i.e. rrgood assessment in a good relationship 
case". Therefore, we viewed the use of each item as either 
(1) positive, (2) negative, or (3) irrelevant. A positive 
use of an item meant that this item indicated positive thera-
peutic progress i.e. a good relationship. A negative use 
meant that the item indicated a negative or lack of thera-
peutic progress i.e. a poor relationship. An irrelevant use 
of the item indicated that this item was not relevant in 
assessing the quality of the relationship. The use of each 
item was then compared to the original assessment given the 
case. If the items were used either positively in a good 
relationship case or negatively in a poor relationship case, 
this item was rated consistent with the overall relationship. 
If the item was used negatively in a good relationship case 
or positively in a poor relationship case, this item was 
rated as being inconsistent. When the item was considered 
irrelevant in either good or poor relationship cases, this 
item was rated as being irrelevant for that type of relation-
ship. 
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The twenty-seven items were then grouped according to 
various combinations of being consistent, inconsistent, or 
irrelevant in cases having an overall good relationship as 
compared to an overall poor relationship. The items were 
grouped as follows. 
(1) The first g~oup consisted of those items that 
were predominately irrelevant in both good and 
poor relationship cases. 
(2) The second grouping contains seven items that 
either did not belong in the other groups, or 
were questionable as to which group they 
belonged. 
(3) The third group consisted of items that were 
more often consistent in good relationship 
cases, but irrelevant in poor relationship 
cases. 
(4) The fourth group contained the items that were 
more often consistent in both good and poor 
relationship cases. 
Table 3 includes four items which were most often 
considered irrelevant in both good and poor relationship cases. 
The item as it appeared on the questionnaire is found at the 
left. Immediately to the right of the item are the possible 
vmys in which this item was used: "P" - positive, "Nrr -
negative, "Iu - irrelevant. The first major column following 
this presents the way in which the item was used in good 
relationship cases. Both the actual number of times and the 
percentage that this number represents are given. The second 
major column presents the way in which the item was used in 
poor relationship cases. The percentages are based on the 
total number of cases (18) that the item could be rated either 
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positive, negative, or irrelevant, if that category were used 
lOO% of the time. For example, item #18 in Table 3 was 
consistent only 39% of the time in good relationship cases, 
was considered irrelevant 56% of the time, and was used incon-
sistently 6% of the time. In the poor relationship cases, it 
was consistent 22%, irrelevant 56%, and inconsistent 22% of 
the time. The items are listed in the table according to the 
rank order of being consistent in good relationship cases, 
from highest to lowest. The remainder of the tables report-
ing on the items will follow the same format. 
Table 4 contains the group of items which could not be 
placed well in the other groupings. Each item is discussed as 
it appears on the table. Item #9 was unique in the casework 
sample. It was used consistently in the good relationship 
cases, but inconsistently in the poor relationship cases. 
It may be deduced that this item is useful in evaluating the 
positive elements of cases having both a good and a poor 
overall relationship. Item #2c was also unique in that it 
was rated as irrelevant in good relationship cases, but con-
sistent in poor relationship cases. Either it did not 
occur in good relationship cases, or if it did occur, was not 
considered relevant. The remainder of the items were rated 
most often as consistent in good relationship cases. But 
when it came to rating the poor relationship cases, none of 
the categories (i.e. positive, negative, or irrelevant) 
received 50% of the responses. Because of the varied response, 
'rABLE 3 
ITEMS USED INFREQUENTLY AS CRITERIA OF RELATIONSHIP 
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TABLE 4 
ITEMS WHICH WERE NOT CLEARLY RELATED TO GOOD OR POOR 
ASSESSMENTS OF RELATIONSHIP 
i Good t Poor 
i No. ~ % t No. % 
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it was not felt that the poor relationship sample held much 
significance as related to its being consistent, inconsistent, 
or irrelevant. It should be noted that items 12, 16, and 11 
were rated very high as being consistent in good relationship 
cases. None of this latter group (last five items) was ever 
rated as inconsistent if the overall relationship were good. 
The third group of items on the casework questionnaire 
are found in Table 5. These items were rated most often as 
being consistent with the original evaluation of a good rela-
tionship. When the overall evaluation was of a poor relation-
ship, these items were most often rated as being irrelevant. 
From this group, items #5 and #8 were felt to be most 
significant. It was found that when the client expressed 
agreement with the worker's perception of the problem, this 
was rated 83% of the time as being consistent with an evalua-
tion of a good relationship. Also a decrease in the client's 
expressing the feeling that the worker's goals are unachievable 
was rated 72% of the time as a positive indicator in good 
relationship cases. 
The items found in Table 6, were felt to be the most 
significant of the twenty seven. These items received a con-
sistent rating most often in both good and poor relationship 
cases. That is, they were rated most often as positive in 
cases with an overall good relationship, and negative in cases 
with an overall poor relationship. Because of this it was 
felt that depending upon the frequency with which the behavior 
5. 
8. 
21. 
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TABLE 5 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF 
GOOD RELATIONSHIP 
!J_ Good ll Poor 
~~~· l % No. j % 
Client expresses agreement I P I 15 / 83 4 22 
with your perception of ! N - 2 ll- 5 -28 
problem. ! - - - -- - - 1 - -
Client expresses feeling 
that your goals are 
unachievable 
Client passive letting 
you make decisions. 
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visits 
Client uses profane 
language. 
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occurred, one could best ascertain the quality of the rela-
tionship. The most useful item in this regard is #3 
(client makes statements indicating he is being helped.) 
When this behavior tended to occur often and/or increase in 
good relationship cases; or occur rarely and/or decrease in 
poor relationship cases; it was reported consistent with 
the original evaluation 72% of the time. It was rated in-
consistent only once (6%), the rest of the time it was con-
sidered irrelevant. Note should be made of items 19, 20, 
and 15 as they were most often rated as positive indicators 
in good relationship cases. All of the items in this table 
were very significant and in general received the lowest 
ratings as bein~ irrelevant to the assessment of the rela-
tionship when the total casework sample is viewed. 
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TABLE 6 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF 
GOOD AND POOR RELATIONSHIP 
Client is conscientious 
about keeping appointments 
Client active in directing 
course of treatment (ap-
pointment times, subjects 
to discuss, etc.) 
Client asks for advice 
and guidance. 
Client makes statements 
indicating he is not being 
helped. 
Client makes statements 
indicating he is being 
helped. 
Client rejects suggest-
ions made by worker 
Client evasive in answer-
ing questions. 
Client expresses desire to 
achieve goals that you feel 
are impossible 
Client expresses disagree-
ment with your perception 
of problem. 
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GROUP WORK FINDINGS 
Backgrouni Information* 
Respondents 
Our group work sample consisted of three workers. Each 
worker completed the questionnaire from two good relationship 
cases and two poor relationship cases. The group workers had 
an average age of 30 years (27, 31, and 32). Two were: male 
and one was female. All were of the white race. Two of the 
respondents were married, one was single. Two were of the 
Protestant faith, one of the Jewish faith. Their experience 
averaged 2.7 years with a range of one to five years. 
Clients 
The group work respondents reported on a total of 
twelve cases, equally divided between good and poor relation-
ships. All of the group work clients' ages ranged between 
11 and 17 years with an average of 12.6 years. There was an 
equal distribution of the sexes between the good and poor 
relationship samples. Each had a ratio of two males to 
each female. There was one Negro client, the remainder being 
white. All of the clients were single, and still attending 
school. In the good relationship sample there were three 
Protestant clients, two Catholic clients and one Jewish client. 
In the poor relationship sample there were two Protestant 
clients, two Catholic clients, and one Jewish client (one 
respondent did not give a client's religion). 
*A detailed breakdown of information regarding the 
background information may be found in the appendix, pp.86-93 
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Description of Cases 
The presenting problems, as seen by both clients and 
workers, tended to deal mainly with interpersonal relationship 
problems (i.~. difficulties in peer relationships and diffi-
culties in school). In the good relationship sample, there 
was a greater incidence of referrals from schools. In the poor 
relationship sample most of the referrals were from either 
schools or other social workers. Two clients in the good re-
lationship sample were rated as highly motivated, whereas four 
were rated as ambivalent. In the poor relationship sample, 
three received ratings of mild motivation, and each one re-
ceived ratings of low motivation, ambivalent, and "coming con-
trary to his own preference". The clients in the good re-
lationship sample were seen for an average of 97 times with a 
range of 16 to 150 times. Those in the poor relationship sam-
ple were seen an average of 70 times with a range of 14-130 
times. The clients in the good relationship sample were seen 
for an average period of two years, four months, with a range 
from four months to three and a half years. Those in the poor 
relationship sample were seen for an average of one year, ten 
months; with a range from three months to four years. 
Setting and Function of Agencies 
All of the group work respondents were from·the same 
agency. Each worker was conducting therapeutic groups in a 
special setting. 
Criteria Used by Group Workers in Assessing the Quality of a 
Relationship. 
Criteria Obtained from the Open-ended Question 
Each of the group work respondents was asked to list 
those items of behavior that best illustrated his judgment . 
as to the quality of the relationship. A total of 55 items 
was given. These items were grouped in the same way as was 
done for the items given in the casework sample and the same 
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for.mat for the table was utilized (Section I, pages 18 and 19. The 
group work results are found in Table 7. 
As for casework, the median of the percentage was es-
tablished. This was 14.0% for the good relationship sample 
and 16.7% for the poor relationship sample. In the good re-
lationship sample, the first four categories were above the 
median, with categories five through seven below the median. 
In the poor relationship sample categories one, three, and 
five were above the median, the remainder falling below. 
The client's relationship to worker (category #1) and 
the client's participation in treatment (category #3) were 
above the median in both samples (i.e. in the good and poor 
relationship cases). The former ranked first in the good re-
lationship sample with 28% of the responses and third in the 
poor relationship sample with 16.7% of the responses. The lat-
ter (category #3) ranked third in the good relationship sample 
(20%) and second in the poor relationship sample (23.3%). 
The client's progress toward treatment goals (category #6) and 
the category regarding appointments (category #7) fell below 
the median in both samples. The former ranked sixth in the 
good relationship sample (40%) and fourth in the poor · 
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TABLE 7 
SELF DESCRIPTIVE RESPONSES OF GROU~ WORKERS USED TO DESCRIBE 
THE BASIS FOR SELECTING CASES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 
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The category regarding complaints (category #4) ranked fourth 
in the good relationship sample (16%) but ranked sixth in the 
poor relationship sample (3.3%). The client's relationship 
to others (category #5) ranked fifth in the good relationship 
sample (8%), but received the highest ranking in the poor re-
lationship sample (33.3%). 
For the group work field as a whole (Totals), the 
following categories were most often used to indicate the 
quality of the relationship. Each was used 21.8% of the time 
as compared to the median of 10.9%. 
1. Client's relationship to worker. (category #l) 
2. Client's participation in treatment (category #3) 
3. Client's relationship to others. (category #5) 
The client's expression of feelings (category #2) was 
also above the median with 16.4% of the total responses. Two 
of the categories falling below the median each received 9.1% 
of the responses; the category regarding complaints (category 
#4), and the client's progress toward treatment goals (cate-
gory #6). The category regarding appointments was not used. 
Findings of the Provided List of Items for Assessing a 
Relationship 
The group work questionnaire had a total of fifty-six 
provided items as compared to the twenty-seven for casework. 
The first twenty-seven items of the group work questionnaire 
were added because of the relevance they were felt to have 
for the group work field. The results of the first twenty-
seven items will be presented separately in order to 
facilitate comparisons between the group work and casework 
fields. 
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The analysis of the data for these fifty-six items 
was accomplished in the same way as was done for casework 
(See pages 7-8 for a description of the analysis method 
employed.) The one major variation between the casework 
analysis and group work analysis was the small sample. As a 
result the percentages given are based on six cases unless a 
respondent did not complete a particular item. 
The first twenty-seven items of this sample were di-
vided into the following groups: 
(1) The first group consisted of three miscellaneous 
items that did not fit into the other main groupings. 
(2) The second group contained eight items that were 
most often rated as positive in good relationship 
cases (consistent)~ but irrelevant in poor relation-
ship cases. 
(3) The third group (sixteen items) were most often 
rated as positive in good relationship cases and neg-
ative in poor relationship cases~ i.e. were consistent 
in both groups. 
Table 8 contained the items which did not belong to 
the other main groups. The first two items (#19 and #21) 
were most often rated as positive indicators in both the good 
and poor relationship samples. Thus in poor relationship 
cases thege items did not receive a consistent rating with 
the original assessment. These items were rated high in this 
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category and were seldom rated as being irrelevant. Item #12 
in good relationship cases was rated as irrelevant most fre-
quently, but in poor relationship cases the rating was most 
often consistent with the overall assessment. 
19. 
21. 
12. 
TABLE 8 
ITEMS WHICH WERE NOT CLEARLY RELATED TO GOOD 
OR POOR ASSESSMENTS OF RELATIONSHIP. 
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The group of eight items found in Table 9 were found 
to be rated most often as positive when the original relation-
ship was assessed to be good. When the original assessment 
was poor, these items were most often considered irrelevant 
for making that judgment. In the good relationship sample, 
these items were never rated as negative, i.e. as indicators 
of a poor relationship. And in the poor relationship sample 
they received a rating as negative in only three items for a 
total of four times out of a possible forty-seven times. All 
of these items can be considered as very weak when it comes 
to assessing the existence of a poor relationship. In those 
cases originally assessed as good relationship, items #16 
and #2E received ratings consistent with the original assess-
ment 100% of the time. Item #20 received this type of rating 
83% of the time. All of the items listed under types of 
verbal communication on the questionnaire were found to be 
listed in this table. 
The remainder of the twenty-seven items were found 
to be consistent with the original assessment in both the 
good and poor relationship cases. These items have been 
divided into two tables: lOA and lOB. 
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TABLE 9 
ITEMS USED IviORE FREQUENTLY AS INDIC!1 TORS OF GOOD RELATIONSHIP 
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Client asks about personal 
life of worker. 
Client makes incomprehensive 
statements. 
i2A. Client asks you to repeat 
statement or question. 
;I :t : 
_P_ n_5 __ 83_ :1_1 __ 17_ 1 !_N_ ::_o __ o_ ,. -~- _17_ 1 
! I ;: l 17 '! 4 67 ! 
I 
' ·' ' :: "i 
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Table 10-A contains a section of these items that 
either received a higher rating as being consistent with the 
assessment of a poor relationship as compared to its rating 
of being consistent with a good relationship case; or re-
ceived relatively low ratings of being consistent with the 
original assessment in both types of cases. Items #9 and 
#6 were felt to be the most significant items from this 
table. Both received negative ratings lOO% of the time when 
the overall relationship was rated as poor and thus were com-
pletely consistent. They received positive ratings 83% and 
67% of the time respectively in cases originally rated as 
being a good overall relationship. 
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TABLE 10-A 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF GOOD AND POOR 
RELATIONSHIP 
i 
I 14. 
I 
I 
,8. 
j 
! 
i 
d li 
" G d I ,
1
. oo· Poor 
' . I I 
i!No, i % il No. : % , 
ClienC confides 
to worker, e.g. 
sexual, family, 
personal material i p ~-8{=-·~ _o.=_-;:_· oJ 
financial, illegal, I N n C) ! 0 ;: 6 ' 1001 
·- -.,- -,- - ' - - ,- --1 
etc. I I l; 1 ! 17 ;: 0 1 0 i 
Client expresses disagreement with 
your perception of problem. 
Client makes statements indicating 
he is not being helped. 
Client expresses desire to achieve 
goals that you feel are impossible. 
Client expresses feeling that your 
goals are unachievable. 
' l ;. . 
; p :~ 4 ! 67 1 : 0 : 0 ' 
1- -it-__ ,_ -I· -r--1- ...J : N n J 1 .J i. o : 100 , 
- - ~~- -I- - I' - - j- --11 
: I !I 2 : 33 : 0 i 0 ~ 
!• I ! 
; ~ ' i l 
i p !' 3 : 50 !i 0 : 0 i 
,- -I- -I- - I -4- - 6 __, : N ~· 0 ' 0 j1 : 7 1 
,_ -!!-3-l-5~.- 1' -2- ~- 33--
1 I , 1 •J · ' 
: .. : ' [ 
I I• 
i p 1· 3 : 50 
•-,- ~-- 7-
: l<J' •I 1 I 1 
·- -1~ -,- -
: I l! 2 33 
.; 
I. 
I 1 j 17 ' !:-3-i- 50; l,--1- ~ 
,: 2 : 33 ' 
I 
I' 
------------------------------------------------------------------
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In Table 10-B are found those items that were rated 
with a higher degree of consistency with the original assess-
ment when this was good than when it was poor. It was felt 
that all of the items in this table were good indicators of 
the quality of the relationship. Particular mention should 
be made of items #11, 5, 23, and 15. These items were rated 
100% of the time as positive indicators of the quality of 
the relationship when the overall relationship was good. 
That is, the ratings of these items in cases originally 
assessed as good relationships were always consistent with 
the original assessment. In the poor relationship sample 
the use of these items as negative indicators ranged from 
83 to 50%. Item #5 (client expresses agreement with worker's 
perception of problem) was never rated as being irrelevant, 
and each of the others was only rated in this way once (17%). 
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TABLE 10-B 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF GOOD AND POOR 
RELATIONSHIP 
'
'.·
1 
~~~~od% N:~or % I 
i' I d-------'----+---
r---·---- ----·-------·. -------·----------- ---·---- ,---- f -- --,---;;---------r--- ----t 
ill. Client asnwers questions quite '_NP_ ~-~- _lOO_i' _o
5
_ :
1
 -o o
3
_
1 
, superficially. , v : 0 i: o 
, -I- i!_o_: o-!: -1-; -17-
!5. 
I 
! 
I 
l 
Client expresses agreement with 
your perception of problem. 
· i I! 
1
3 Client makes statements indi- I P · 5 · 83 !i 0 o 
• eating he is being helped. 1-N- -0- ·- o-1, '-l-- -67-
1 ~-I- -1- !- 17-ll -2- -33-
li================================:===~i·===*··===±==== 
I 1'1 !. 22. Client makes demands on your 
time other than appointment 
times via telephone calls or 
unexpec~ed visits. 
p ' 5 i :83 : 2 
1
- - ,- -1- - '·--4-N 0 : 0 ' 
t-I- -1- !- 17-l -0-, ! I! 
!' 
TABLE 10-B (continued) 
20. Client active in directing 
course of treatment (appoint-
ment times, subjects to dis-
cuss, etc.) 
13. Client evasive in answering 
questions. 
14. 
24. 
Client refuses to answer 
questions. 
Client makes statements such 
as, "you sou•1d like my father, 
mother, brother, friend, etc. 
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II Poor 
% 
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Tables 11 through 14 include the items assessed 
only by the group workers. These items were aimed at eli-
citing non-verbal communicative behavior, and behavior found 
mainly in the group work situation. These items were 
grouped into the following; 
(1) The first group consists of those items that 
did not comprise a group by themselves. 
(2) The second group were items that were most 
often rated as positive in good relationship cases 
(i.e. consistent ratings), but were most often 
rated as irrelevant in poor relationship cases. 
(3) The third group contained items that were most 
often rated as positive in both the good and poor 
relationship samples. The ratings were consistent 
when the overall relationship was good, but incon-
sistent when the overall relationship was poor. 
(4) The fourth group of items had consistent ratings 
in both the good and poor relationship samples. 
They most often received positive ratings v1hen the 
overall assessment was good and negative ratings when 
the overall assessment was poor. 
The first group of items is foun·d o.n.Table 11. 
The first three items on this table (26c, 251, and 25-o were 
found to for.m a grouping. All received high positive ratings 
in the good relationship sample, and were never rated as 
negative indicators in this sample. There was much diversity 
of opinion as to how they should be used in the poor relation-
ship sample. The responses were divided equally between the 
positive~ negative, and irrelevant categories. The next two 
items (25R and 25E) were most often considered irrelevant in 
the good relationship sample and negative in the poor rela-
tionship sample (i.e. ratings were consistent). These latter 
ratings are low (50%). This was found to be true for the 
majority of the items in this portion of the group work 
questionnaire. There was a tendency for the respondents to 
rate these items infrequently as negative, indicative of a 
poor relationship). The final item in this table (25U) was 
rated most often as being irrelevant in both the good and 
poor relationship groups. 
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ITEMS l:JHICH HERE NOT CLEARLY RELJ1TED TO GOOD OR POOR ASSESS-
MENTS OF RELATIONSHIP 
26C. 
I 
125I. 
l 
I 
i 
I 
25R. 
25E. 
! 
Group feel hostile towards 
vwrker. 
Uninterested in worker. 
Leaves group before session 
is over. 
Offers to do things for 
worker. 
Plays with parts of body, e.g. 
picks fingernails. 
!25U. Offers gifts to worker. 
I 
I 
I 
:! Good 
!1 i· 
Poor 
11-""""N~o-. -~ ~%':i'l"o --:-.:: N~o~.-,--;:;,%--1 
L : 
" . 
.. ________ _, 
ii 6 !'--
'1 0 --i: 0 
:I 
lj 
' 33j:! o : o I 
1- - -3-1-~o-l 
• 0 r :J ' 
1- 6 ·- -r- --'. ! 7 i 3 ; 50 I 
I 
I :: ' o: 1 
I' li i H' ' I , p .' 1 ' 17 . 0 I 0 
1
-N- i!_l_ 1-··:r; J.-: l. 7~ 
- - -,,- ,- 67-J -5- -83--j I : '-+ !; I : 
I ' 
; r : 
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Nine items were fouud to have high consistent ratings 
in the good relationship sample and high irrelevant ratings 
in the poor relationship sample. These items are found in 
Table 12. The more significant items from this table are 
25K, 25S, 25Q, and 25L. The ratings of the first two of 
these items were always consistent (100%) with the overall 
assessment of a good relationship. The remaining two were 
consistent 83% of the time. The ratings of items 25D and 
25T were less often consistent in the good relationship sam-
ple (67% of the time). The remaining three items (25N, 25P, 
and 25V) had the responses divided equally between the posi-
tive and irrelevant indicator categories. In the poor rela-
tionship sample all of these items had varied types of re-
sponses, but each had a majority in the irrelevant category. 
For this group of items, looking at both the good and poor 
relationship samples as one, the category of negative indi-
cator (indicating a poor relationship) had only 11 out of a 
possible 108 responses (approximately 10%). 
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TABLE 12 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF GOOD RELATIONSHIP 
~5S. 
I 
25L. 
25D. 
~5T. 
~5N. 
25P. 
25V. 
Smiles at worker. 
;\ble to accept from worker. 
l:Jilling to give to worker. 
Laughs at worker's comments. 
Plays with objects rather 
than being near worker. 
for him. ' -~- !1-i-! ~ij':-~-1-lb-
j - - II- - t- 1--- '-s -1 I 'I 1 ~- 17 :! 5 ! 3 
Lets worker do things 
I 
Emphatic use of hands 
Comes to group earl;y. 
Crys 
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In Table 13 are found eight items that were rated most 
often as positive indicators in both the good and poor rela-
tionship samples. The first four of these items, (26F, 25G, 25 
25A, and 25F) in the good relationship sample, always received 
consistent ratings (100%) with the overall assessment. The 
first two (26F and 25G) when rated in the poor relationship 
sample, received inconsistent ratings 83% of the time. All 
of the items in this table were used to indicate a good rela-
tionship most of the time, even when the overall relationship 
was poor. 
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TABLE 13 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF GOOD RELATIONSHIP 
IRREGARDLESS OF ORIGINAL OVERALL ASSESSMENT 
l 
I 
I 
j26F. Group actively uses worker. 
! 
I 
i25G. Relaxed in worker's presence. 
I 
I 
~5A. Friendly gestures by member. 
I 
I 
25F. 
26B. 
l 
l26D I • 
l 
! 
I 
25W. 
Displays uneasiness in 
worker's presence. 
Group accepts ~'lorker. 
Group feels friendly towards 
worker .. 
Group is passive to worker. 
Da;y dreams or "i s off in 
own vrorld. " 
j! Good i1 Poor ll No. i % il No. I % 
I' p q 6 I 100 'I 3 50 
--1- -I- - -2--33-
:_N_ i• _o_l- o_l -1-l-17-
; I !' 0 ; 0 l i ' I, 
. p !; 5 83 : 4 67 l- -I·--- -I -2--33-j_N_t,_o_- o_! -o-- o-
: I .~ 1 17 : 
t t il 
_3_
1
_ 6o~'l 
0 · 0 I 
--'- 4 I 
2 I 0 i! 
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The final group of items is found in Table 14. These 
items most often received ratings consistent with the cverall 
r•elationship in both tb.e good and pOOl' relationship samples. 
In the poor relationship sample, only one i tern ( 25H) vJas rated 
as a negative indicator more than 50% of the time. Each of 
the others received responses in this category 50% of the time. 
In the good relationship sample, items 25U and 25M were the 
most significant as they were rated as positive indicators 
100% and 83% of the time respectively. 
Comearison of pasework and Group Work 
Criteria Obtained from Open Ended Question 
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In comparing the rank order of the categories (see pages 
4 and 5 for list·~and definition of categories) for the case-
work and group work good relationship samples; three cate-
gories received consistent ratings& These are listed below 
with the rank they received regarding their frequency of usage. 
The first number in the parenthesis is the rank order of the 
category in the casework good relationship sample1 the second 
number is the rank of the group work good relationship sample. 
1. Client's relationship to worker. (l-1) 
2. Participation in treatment. (3-3) 
3. Appointments. (7-7) 
The following list includes the remainder of the categories. 
They are listed in order of the smallest difference between 
rankings. 
4. Complaints (physical and/or emotional). (5-4) 
5. Client's relationship to others. (6-5) 
6. Expression of feelings (verbal and/or nonverbal).(4-2) 
7. Progress towards treatment goals. (2-6) 
In the poor relationship samples, only one category re-
ceived the same rank order in both: (1) Progress towards treat-
ment goals. (4-4). 
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TABLE 14 
ITEMS USED MORE FREQUENTLY AS INDICATORS OF GOOD AND POOR 
RELATIONSHIP 
25C. Fights closeness to worker. 
25M. Laughs at oNn comment. 
25J. Complete inattentiveness to 
worker. 
25B. Restlessness 
·25H. Eye contact with worker. 
26A. Group rejects worker. 
' II li I_P_ !l_6_lloo_l: _2_!_33_ 1 
I_N_il-o- r; o_ ::_3_,_57o_ I :• 0 . 0 .• 1 I 1 i !! ! ! 
The remainder of the categories are listed in order of the 
smallest difference between rankings. 
(2) Participation in treatment. (1-2) 
(3) Complaints (physical and/or emotional). (5-6) 
(4) Expression of feelings (verbal and/or 
nonverbal). (2-5) 
(5) Client's relationshir to worker. (6-3) 
(6) Appointments. (3-7) 
(7) Client's relationship to others (7-1) 
In comparing the total casework sample with the 
total group work sample we found as can be noted on the pre-
vious tables that certain categories received the same rank 
order. This happened because the differences between the 
good and poor relationship samples cancelled each other so 
that more than one category received an equal nlli~ber of 
responses. Because of this, two categories in the total 
casework sample were ranked as third in order and there is 
no fourth ranking. In the total group work sample three 
categories received an equal number of responses. These 
categories were all ranked in first place. In this group 
there is no second or third ranking order. 
In the comparison of the total samples, one category 
received the same rank order: (1) Participation in treat-
ment. (1-1). The remainder of the categories are listed 
below in order of the least difference between rankings. 
(2) Complaints (physical and/or emotional). 
(6-5) 
(3) Client's relationshio to worker. (3-1) 
(4) Expression of feelings (verbal and/or 
nonverbal~ (2-4) 
(5) Progress towards treatment goals. (3-5) 
(6) Appointments. (5-7) 
(7) Clieot 1 s relationshio to others. (7-1) 
In order to get some idea of the use of these cat-
egories by social workers (caseworkers and group workers), 
the average of the total casework and total group work 
rankings was found. The categories are listed below with 
those categories being ranked the highest at the beginning. 
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The average rank is shown in the parenthesis. The range can 
be found in the preceding list. 
1. Participation in treatment. (1) 
2. Client's relationship to worker. (2) 
3. Expression of feelings. (3) 
4. Progress towards treatment goals. (4) 
5. Client's relationship to others. (4) 
6. Complaints (physical and/or emotional). 
(5.5) 
7. Appointments. (6) 
Findings of the Provided List of Items for Assessing a 
Relationship 
All of the items on the casework questionnaire were 
compared with the first twenty-seven items of the group work 
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questionnaire. They were compared, by looking at the appropriate 
grouping for each item. We had originally grouped the items 
according to their being rated consistent with the overall 
relationship, inconsistent, or irrelevant. 
This was done for both good and poor overall relationships. 
As a result, there is a possible total of nine combinations 
regarding the use of each item. Only five of these combina-
tions were used. Six of the casework items could not be 
placed in any of these groups as the ratings given in the 
poor relationship sample were too varied; these will be dis-
cussed last. The groups are as follows: 
1. "C - en These items received predominantly con-
sistent ratings in both good and poor relationship 
samples. 
2. "C - I" These items received predominantly con-
sistent ratings in good relationship cases, but 
irrelevant ratings in poor relationship cases. 
3. "C - INC" These items received predominantly con-
sistent ratings in good relationship cases, but incon-
sistent ratings in poor relationship cases, i.e. re-
ceived mostly positive ratings in both samples. 
4. 11 I - C" These items were more often considered 
irrelevant in good relationship cases, but rated as 
consistent in the poor relationship sample. 
5. "I .. I 11 These items were most often considered 
irrelevant in both samples. 
59 
6. 11 C - ?" These items most often received con-
sistent ratings in the good relationship sample, but 
received questionable ratings in the poor relation-
ship sample. 
The items falling into each of the above groups are 
found in tables 15 through 20. Each table includes those 
items that belonged to one of these groups. The item is 
found at the left of the table. Only nine of the items fell 
into the same group for both casework and group work. In 
order to show where the item fell in the other sample, we 
have followed each item by two columns. The first column 
shm1s in which group they belonged in the casework sample. 
The second column shows this for the group work sample. The 
letters "G'' and "P" to the left of the columns indicate 
whether this rating is for the good or poor relationship 
sample. The first items on each table are those that belonged 
to the same group. These are followed by the casework items 
belonging to that table, and then the group work items be-
longing to that table. An asterisk. (*) has been placed 
after some of the abbreviation letters. The asterisk sig-
nifies that this rating was given this item at least 80% 
of the time. This is done to point out those items which 
were most significantly used. 
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TABLE 15 
ITEMS FOUND TO BE CONSISTENT IN BOTH GOOD AND POOR RELATIONSHIP 
SAMPLES. 
4. 
6. 
Item~ 
Client makes statements indicating he 
is being helped. 
Client makes statements indicating he 
is not being helped. 
Client expresses disagreement with 
your perception of problem. 
Client expresses desire to achieve 
goals that you feel are impossible. 
13. Client evasive in answering questions. 
15. Client asks for advice and guidance. 
Client rejects suggestions made by 
worker. 
20. Client active in directing course 
of treatment. 
19. Client is conscientious about 
keeping appointments. 
5. Client expresses agreement with 
your perception of problem. 
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TABLE 15 (continued) 
Items j Case- I Group Work I Work 
I I I 
G C* I C* 
---p- ----:· 
I 19· Client confides personal material to 
1 worker, e.g. financial, illegal, Inc. 1 C* 
I I sexual, family, etc. -------~-+-----1-----1 l11. Client answers questions quite 
superficially. 
G I 
~~- c I C* 
I 
! 
14. Client refuses to answer questions. 
22. Client makes demands on your time 
other than appointment times, via 
telephone calls or unexpec~ed visits. 
? p I I j_ ! i 
G l C : 
------:-----1 
P I ? : 
' I 
i i 
G i c ' l 
-- i -y-I I I I I I I 
C* 
C* 
c 
C* 
c 
23. Client shows clear evidence of I G C l C* 
imitating any aspect of you: behavior, rp I I I c 
e.g. speech, values, manner~sm, etc. •: ! 
I ! 
24. Client makes statements such as, 
"y·ou sound like mY father, mother, 
brother, friend, etc." 
TABLE 16 
I ! I 
G ! I i C 
I rf·I*-----t-·--c-' . I I : j 
jiTEMS FOUND TO BE CONSISTENT IN THE GOOD RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE, 
IRRELEVANT IN THE POOR RELATIONSHIP SAMrLE. I I 
I 
12D. Client uses profane language. i ~- ~-i --~·-- i* -I 
l------------------------------------------~--4--------4------~ !5. Client expresses agreement vd th I G C* C* 
your perception of problem. r-e- ]* 
I 
I 
c·!!-
I 
F· 
I 
121. 
I 
I 
l 
I 
!22. 
I 
~B. 
I 
I 
fC. 
TABLE 16 (continued) 
Items 
. . Cl~ent expressed feel~ng that your 
goals are unachievable. 
Client passive letting you make 
decisions. 
Client makes demands on your time 
other than appointment times, via 
telephone calls or unexpected visits. 
Client shows clear evidence of 
imitating any aspect of your behavior, 
~.g. speech, values, mannerisms, etc. 
Client asks you to repeat statement 
of question. 
Client malces incomprehensible 
statements. 
Client makes such statements as "you 
didn't understand" or "that wasn't 
what I meant". 
1
2E. Client gives inappropriate responses. 
:10. Worker asks questions pertaining to 
i personal affairs of client, e.g. fin-
ancial, illegal, sexual, family, etc. 
I 
f 
!16. Client follows suggestions made by 
i worker. 
i 
l 
i 
l 
I G 1--p 
j Case-
1 vJork 
i 
I c 
I 
I 
\ 
I 
! 
I I . 
! 
I 
Group 
\l[o:nk 
c 
c 
i 
I 
_g_ '--' _c _____ -+1 ---=~c-*_._ 1. P j I Inc. 
I 
G 1· C r·-f- 1·-~I--· 
I I 
_g__l~c-
p i I 
i 
i 
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C* 
c 
C* 
-· 
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i 
G 
p 
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i 
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f 
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I C* I* 
I 
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TABLE 16 (continued) 
j ! I Case- i Group I 
Items Work l Work 
I 
18. Client asks about personal life of _E_\_.L _, __ c-· --
worker. i p I I I I* 
, I 
TABLE 17 
ITEMS FOUND TO BE CONSISTENT IN THE GOOD RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE, 
.. 
INCONSISTENT IN THE POOR RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE. 
I I : ! : l I Case- I Group Items vlork I Work 
I I 
I I 
! I 
e. Client confides personal material I G I C* 1 C* 
·--I to worker, e.g. financial, illee;al, I p I Inc. . ; C* i 
sexual, family, etc. I l I I 
21. I G : I Client passive letting you make c I C* 
decisions. 1-·-i I I Inc. -I P : I 
! . l 
I \ 19. Client is conscientious about keeping ! G C* I C* 
appointments. 
, __ 
C- Inc. I p ! 
f : 
[ITEMS 
TABLE 18 
FOUND TO BE IRRELEVANT IN .THE•·,GOOD RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE, 
I CONSISTENT IN THE POOR RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE. j 
l 
G I I j 2C. Client makes such statements as I I c 
"you didn't understand" or "that +j- c !- -., I I I wasn't what I meant". i I i 
112. Client answers questions after l_g_~ I 
I considerable thought. P I ? . c j : 
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TABLE 19 
ITEMS FOUND TO BE IRRELEVANT IN BOTH GOOD AND POOR RELATIONSHIP 
SAMPLES. 
Items 
2A. Client asks you to repeat statement 
or question. 
2B. Client makes incomprehensible 
statements. 
18. Client asks about personal life of 
worker. 
24. Client makes statements such as, 
"you sound like my father, mother, 
brother, friend, etc. 
1 ~Brn~ 
i 
I 
i 
; Case-
' ! Work 
I 
I Group 
j \vork 
I ! 
G : I 
--y- ! I i 
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j I* 
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i 
c 
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. j 
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~ 
IITEivtS FOUND TO BE CONSISTEN'r IN THE GOOD RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE, 
I BUT QUESTIONABLE IN ?rlE POOR RELATIONSHIP SAMPLE. 
I ~E. Client gives inappropriate responses. 
I 
l 
Worker asks questions pertaining to 
personal affairs of client, e.g. 
financial, illegal, sexual, family, 
etc. 
11. Client answers questions quite 
superficially. 
' 
: G 1. c I c I ! * 
·--- 1-- -+i-·-=~ I p ! ? ! I* 
, I 
I i J I ! I ~-+--1--- ~------ t- ~ ·---· 
I I I 
I ! I 
! : i 
' . I I i- g -I-~-----§:--
: ' I 
TABLE 20 (continued) 
Items 
12. Client answers questions after 
considerable thought. 
14. Client refuses to answer questions. 
16. Client follows suggestions made 
by worker. 
Case-
Work 
' i Group l I \fork l 
I ' 
I 
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1
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These tables ( 15-20) vwre found to be most useful in 
determining how the various items were used in assessing the 
quality of a relationship. The first eight items of Table 15 
were considered to be the most useful in that they could be 
used by both casevvorkers and group workers to assess positive 
and negative elements of a relationship. Of these, the 
client's asking for advice and guidance (item 15); and the 
client's being active in directing the course of treatment 
(item 20) received the most usage as being consistent with 
the overall relationship. The items in Table 16 lvere useful 
in assessing the positive elements of a good relationship, 
but were more often seen as not being indicative of the 
quality of the relationship when the overall relationship 
was poor. 1he client 1 s expl~essing agreement with the worker 1 s 
perception of the problem (item 5), and the client's follow-
ing suggestions made by the v.rorker (i tern 16) were both quite 
significant in this respect. The three items found in 
Table 17 are quite unique in that with one exception they 
were seldom used to indicate negative elements of a relation-
ship. Tne exception is related to the client's confiding 
personal material to the worker (item 9). In the group work 
samples of good and poor relationship cases, it was used at 
least 80% of the time as indicative of the overall relation-
ship. In the casework sample it was most often used to in-
dicate a good relationship irregardless of the overall re-
lationship (i.e. good or poor). The items found in Tables 18 
and 19 were in general found not to be considered as indicative 
of the quality of the relationship. This was more true in the 
casework sample as compared to the group work sample. The 
items found in Table 20 posed considerable difficulty for 
caseworkers when assessing cases \'lith overall poor relation:-: 
ships. In that situation these items received a fairly equal 
number of responses as being a positive indicator, a negative 
indicator, and not being considered a fa~tor or irrelevant. 
CHAPTER IV 
Discusstion Chapter 
Introduction 
In this chapter, we shall discuss the implications of 
the findings presented in Chapter III. We shall discuss the 
findings relevant to casework and group work separately and 
comparatively. The final part of the chapter is concerned 
with limitations of the study, implications for practice, and 
suggested Areas for future study. 
Casework Results 
Tne background information, :·rith a fev..r exceptions, was 
rather evenly distributed between good and poor relationship 
cases. However, there were three significant impressions 
drawn from this section of our analysis. First, the younger 
clients tended to fall into the poor relationship category. 
Secondly, the unemployed clients were frequently checked as 
poor relationship cases. Thirdly, most of the poor relation-
ship cases were not well motivated for treatment. This seems 
to suggest that the age, employment status, and motivation 
of the client are determinants in the type of relationship 
that develops. 
In general, the good relationship cases were seen more 
frequently and over a longer period of time. This tends to 
coincide with the higher level of motivation found in the 
good relationship clients. 
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The results of the Open-Ended section of the questionnaire 
were similar to those reflected in the suggested criteria sec-
tion. Hm'lever, there was one important exception. In the 
Open-Ended section, many of our respondents listed non-verbal 
expressions of feelings as significant criteria in the assess-
ment of their relationship with their client. This area was 
deleted from the suggested criteria section of our questionaire 
on the basis of our pre-test results. We were aware of the 
importance of non-verbal expressions but we felt this area was 
too expansive to be studied in this thesis. 
In reviewing the data from the suggested criteria section 
of the casework sample, it became evident that certain suggested 
criteria elicited similar replies from our respondents. Nine 
of the twenty-seven suggested criteria were consistently seen 
as positive indicators in good relationship cases and negative 
indicators in poor relationship cases. Four of these nine 
consistent criteria were stated positively in our questionnaire. 
They are as follows: 
1. Client is conscientious about keeping appointments. 
2. Client active in directing course of treatment (ap-
pointment~times, subjects to discuss, etc.) 
3. Client asks for advice and guidance. 
4. Client makes statements indicating he is being helped. 
Five of the criteria were stated negatively. 
1. Client makes statements indicating he is not being 
helped. 
2. Client rejects suggestions made by worker. 
3. Client evasive in answering questions. 
4. Client expresses desire to achieve goals that you 
feel are impossible. 
5. Client expresses disagreement with your perception 
of problem. 
Our analysis does not reveal the frequency with which 
these criteria occurred in the individual cases. However, 
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the presence or absence of these criteria seemed to be a major 
factor in the over-all assessment of a good or poor relation-
ship. It is possible that in some cases a number of the given 
behaviors did not occur. In such cases, the absence of these 
criteria were seen as positive factors in a good relationship 
case or negative factors in a poor relationship case. 
Another group of responses tended to show that certain 
criteria were consistently used as positive factors in good 
relationship cases, but were inconsistent in poor relationship 
cases. Thus, it is our impression that the items in Table 5 
(Items Used Frequently as Indicators of a Good Relationship, 
page 50) would be useful in cases where the over-all assessment 
was good. There was one criteria (2c) that had a high rate of 
consistency in the poor relationship cases and was inconsistent 
in good relationship cases. It is possible that this item 
would be useful in assessing an over-all poor relationship 
case. 
It is noted in the previous chapter that certain factors 
were irrelevant in either good or poor relationship cases, but 
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not both. There usefulness vwuld appear to be limited to those 
cases where they are consistent or relevant. Other items were 
irrelevant in both good and poor relationship cases. It is 
our feeling that these items have little applicability to the 
general assessment of a relationship, e.g. client asks you to 
repeat statement or question, client makes incomprehensible 
statements. 
In general, the Casework tables point out a higher degree 
of uniformity in the responses to the good relationship cases. 
While certain tendencies can be seen in the poor relationship 
cases, they lack the concentration of responses found in the 
good relationship cases. 
Group \vork Results 
As can be seen from the previous chapter, the group work 
sample showed no significant tendencies with respect 
to worke~s. The groups from which we drew our information 
were formed around one focal client in each group. The assess-
ments which were made represent this focal client's relation-
ship with the group worker. 
One significant factor can be seen in the motivational 
level of the group work clients. Most of the good relationship 
cases had a high or ambivalent level of motivation, v1hereas the 
poor relationship cases tended to lack incen~ive for group 
treatment. It would appear that the level of motivation is an 
important factor in the resultant treatment relationship. 
72 
The group workers who responded to our questionnaire em-
phasized the importance of the client's ability to form inter-
personal relationships. This was consistently seen as a cri-
terion in the type of relationship the client had with the 
worker and was a major importance in the assessment of the poor 
relationship cases. The items concerning appointments held no 
value as a criteria to our respondents as no significance was 
attached to this item in any of our group 1vork questionnaires. 
Sixteen of the twenty-seven suggested criteria were given 
consistent ratings in both good and poor Group Work relation-
ship over-all assessments. It is our impression that these 
criteria were the most useful to our group work respondents in 
assessing their relationship with their cl!ents. Nine of these 
criteria 111ere stated positively in our questionnaire. They 
are as follows: 
1. Client confides personal material to Worker, e.g., 
financial, illegal, sexual, family, etc. 
2. Client makes statements such as, "You sound like my 
father, mother, brother, friend, etc." 
3. Client active in directing course of treatment (ap-
pointment times, subjects to discuss, etc.) 
4. Client makes demands on your time other than appoint-
ment times via telephone calls or unexpected visits. 
5. Client makes statements indicating he is being helped. 
6. Client asks for advice and guidance. 
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7. Client shows clear evidence of imitating any aspect 
of your behavior, e.g., speech values, mannerisms, 
etc. 
8. Client expresses agreement with your perception of 
problem. 
9. Client answers questions quite superficially. 
The seven negatively stated items were: 
1. Client expresses feeling that ycur goals are una-
chievable. 
2. Client expresses desire to achieve goals you feel are 
impossible. 
3. Client makes statements indicating he is not being 
helped. 
4. Client expresses disagreement with your perception of 
problem. 
5. Client refuses to answer questions. 
6. Client evasive in anm·rering questions. 
7. Client rejects suggestions by v;orker. 
There Nere six consistent criteria drav:m from our analysis 
of the grou.p :vrork. questi.onnai:re, Table 14, page 5·5:. 
Although this is a relatively small number of the total sug-
gested criteria in the non-verbal section, it does point out 
the importance placed by Group Workers in the non-verbal modes 
of connnunication with their clients. 
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Comparative Analysis of Results 
Our analysis of the relationship criteria used by the two 
methods reveals similar responses in the background information 
section. The obvious exception to this is in the age range of 
the clients. The casework sample come from adult psychiatric 
settings, whereas the group work sample come from a child wel-
fare agency. 
Both methods tended to emphasize the level of the client's 
motivation. It would appear that clients with higher levels of 
motivation are more likely to develop good treatment relation-
ships with their therapists. The nature of the presenting pro-
blem did not seem to be a strong factor in determining the type 
of relationship that developed. 
The client 1 s participation in treatment vJas a very im-
portant factor for both methods. However, marked contrasts 
were seen on the items concerned with appointments and the 
client's relationship to others. Appointments (day, time, 
etc.) were significant to caseworkers but were ranked last by 
the group workers. On the other hand, the client's relation-
ship to others was important to group workers but considerably 
less important to the caseworkers. 
There were some similarities in the responses of both 
methods and this tends to emphasize the fundamental resemblance 
found in both methods of Social Work practice. It is conceiv-
able that the areas in which they do not compare favorably is 
due to the disparity in the age range of the clients. 
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Limitations 
Our casework data was gathered only from Veterans Admin-
istration facilities. Our group work sample came from one 
agency and represents the assessments of three group workers. 
Also, the age range of group work clients assessed was from 11 
to 17. This limits the applicability of this study in older, 
adult group situations. 
Another limitation was the individual client's diagnosis. 
For example, a psychotic client would probably respond differ-
ently to a therapist than would a neurotic client. Thus some 
of our specific criteria might not be appropriate in a given 
case situation, or the interpretations of the client's behavior 
may vary contingent on the diagnosis. This probably accounts 
for the inconsistent responses to come of our criteria. 
Implications 
Despite the subjective nature of this problem area, we 
feel that our study does reflect some rather specific criteria 
which are used consistently in assessing therapeutic relation-
ships. It is our impression that the inconsistent criteria 
may also have some usefulness in certain situations, but based 
on our results, we see little general applicability of these 
criteria. 
The limited scope of this research project suggests the 
need for continued research in this area. Therapeutic rela-
tionships are the essence of casework and group work and yet 
our survey of the literature reveals a paucity of research on 
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this important subject. 
Recommendations for Future Studl 
Some important questions arose which have a direct bearing 
on criteria used in the assessment of a therapeutic relationship. 
One of these was related to the change factor. A study focused 
on change in the intensity and frequency of the consistent 
criteria found in this study would be helpful in further cla-
rifying the value of these criteria in practice. 
Another question that should be clarified relates to the 
validity of these criteria in settings other than Veterans 
Administration facilities. A similar question is raised re-
garding group work. Specifically, would these criteria be use-
ful in other types of groups such as adult groups of various 
typesz 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY CHAPTER 
The present thesis is a beginning attempt to understand 
the criteria professional casework and group work practitioners 
use in determining the existence and quality of their relation-
ship with clients. 
The research method involved the formulation of a three 
part questionnaire. Part one was devoted to a description of 
clients and vwrkers in the sample. Part two was unstructured 
and requested workers to suggest criteria for evaluating rela-
tionship in their ovm words. Part three was structured and con-
sisted of a list of items of observable behavior which the the-
sis group thought relevant to relationship. Workers were asked 
to make judgments relative to the occurl'ence or lack of occur-
renee of each item during specific phases of their contact with 
clients. They were also asked to evaluate each item in terms 
of its influence on the quality of the relationship. 
The respondents in this study were professionally trained 
caseworkers and g1~oup workers. They were asked to complete our 
questionnaire on cases they considered indicative of good and 
poor relationships. 
The results of the open-ended section of the questionnaire 
reveal the following items were most frequently used by workers 
in assessing the quality of a given relationship: 
(1) the client's participation in treatment, (2) his relation-
ship to the worker, (3) his expression of feelings, and (4) his 
p~ogress toward treatment goals. 
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In the structured section, the most frequently mentioned 
items were the following: (1) the client's willingness to con-
fide material about his personal life to the worker, e.g., fin-
ancial, sex, etc., (2) his asking for advice and guidance, 
(3) his activeness in directing the course of treatment, and 
(4) his conscientiousness in keeping appointments. Such items 
as the client's asking the worker to repeat statements, his 
making incomprehensible statements, and asking about the per-
sonal life of the worker were most frequently mentioned by 
workers as not being factors in their assessment of the quality 
of relationship. 
Our findings suggest that a wide range of specific beha-
viors influence the professional social worker's assessment of 
relationship. As expected, the client's motivation in utilizing 
social work help appears to be an underlying factor in the 
worker's evaluation of relationship. Motivation, however, can 
be expressed in a wide variety of ways. Our findings indicate 
no significant difference in criteria used by caseworkers and 
group \'lorkers in the sample. 
"" 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE GATHERING AND ASSESSMENT OF DATA. 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
I. TYPE OF CASE: 
A. Good Treatment Relationship __ : B. Poor Treatment Relationship ___ • 
II. CLIENT 
A. Age_: B. Sex __ : C. Race ____ : D. Marital Status __ : E. Occupation __ : 
F. Religion. ______ _ 
III. PRESENTING PROBLEM -(REASON FOR CONTACT WITH CLIENT) 
A. As seen by client 
B. As seen by worker 
IV. WORKER: 
A. Age __ : B. Sex __ : c. Race ___ : D. Marital Status ___ : E. Religion~------
F. Number of years ~n.Social Work following completion of graduate work~---
V. TYPE OF REFERRAL 
A. Self ___ : B. Other (Please Specify) • 
VI. CLIENT'S INITIAL MOTIV~ION IN COMING FOR HELP - FROM FIRST CONTACT THROUGH 
END OF INTAKE: 
1. Highly Motivated ____ : 4. Ambivalent~~--
2. Mildly Motivated ____ : 5. Coming for help contrary to own preference 
3. Low Motivation : (e.g. court, family pressure, minister, etc.) 
VII. NUMBER OF TIMES SEEN. __ . 
A. Over what period of time (years and months) ________________ _ 
VIII. TYPE OF SETTING: (Name of agency and primary function with respect to 
Social Service) 
0 
00 Instructions 
The remainder of the questionnaire consists of a list of 33 items. You are asked to make three 
judgments about each item. 
1. In the column labeled uobserved Frequency at Termination" indicate the frequency with which 
which a given behavior was observed at termination according to the following: 
2. 
N - Never 
R - Rarely 
S - Sometime 
0 - Often 
A - Always 
In the column labeled "Observed Changes from Intake 11 indicate your judgment according to 
the following: 
Inc. - The observed behavior tended to increase over time. 
N.C. - No change in observed behavior over time. 
Dec. - The observed behavior tended to decrease over time. 
3. In the column labeled 11Assessment !I indicate the r.-1ay in which you see this behavior as an 
indication of relationship. 
G - You feel this observed behavior, or lack of behavior, was an indication of therapeutic 
progress. 
N - The observed behavior or lack of observed behavior did not materially reflect the pro-
gress of trt:atment. 
P - You feel the observed behavior was an indication of no therapeutic progress or in-
creased;problems in functioning. 
In general, there should be one check for each item of behavior in each of the sections. The 
only exc~ption would occur when the particular behavior is not applicable because of the type of 
setting in '"hich you are ,.;orking. If this is the case, you should not check any of the tables 
beside that item. We would also suggest that you use a ruler or other straight edge to guide your 
checking so that you can more easily find the proper column for each item. 
In conclusion, the members of this thesis group wish to express their sincere appreciation 
to you for assisting them in the project. Thank you 
..... 
co PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE COMPLETING 
ITEMS 
1. Before studying the remainder of the questionnaire 
please list five specific and observable examples 
of behavior that occurred in this case which 
most illustrate the basis for your judgment as 
to the quality of the relationship. 
Check the appropriate columns. 
A. 
B, 
c. 
D. 
E. 
OBSERVED FREQUENCY 
AT TERMINATION 
N R S 0 A 
OBS. CHANGE . ASSESSMlmr 
FROM INTAKE 
INC N.C. ·mEC G N P 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
t&J 
ITEMS 
2. Forms of verbal communication 
A. Client asks you to repeat statement or 
question . ............................. . 
B. Client makes incomprehensible statements 
C. Client makes such stt.·.tements as "You didn't 
understand," or, "That ~11asn 't what I meant 11 
D. Client uses profane language .••..•••.•.•... 
E. Client gives inappropriate responses ...•.•. 
F. Other 
3. Client makes statements indicating he is being 
OBSERVED FREQUENCY 
AT TERMINATION 
N R s 0 A 
helped. . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - - - - - - - - -
4. Client makes statements indicating he is not 
beiq helped .................................... . 
5. Client expresses agreement with your perception 
of prob lern. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . - - - - - - - - - -
6. Client expresses disagreement with your per-
ception of problem ............................... - - - - - - - - - -
7. Client expresses desire to achieve goals that you 
feel are impossible ........•.....••..•.•..•.••.•• ----------
' 
8. Client expresses feeling that your goals are 
unachie,rable ................................... ·. - - - - - - - - - -
OBS. CHANGE 
FROM UITAKE 
INC N.C. DEC 
ASSESSMENT 
G N F 
M 
co 
ITEMS 
9. Client confides personal material to worker, 
e.g. financi.al, illegal, sexual, family, etc. 
10. Wrrker asks questions pertaining to personal 
affairs of client, e.g. same a3 #9 ••••••.••• 
11. Client ansl..rers questions quite superficially. 
12. Client answers questions after considerable 
thought . ..................................... 
13. Client evC~.sive in ans,..rering questions ••...••. 
14. Client refuses to anst..rer questions ••••.••••.. 
15. Client asks for advice and guidance •••.•••••• 
16. Client follows suggestions made by l-lOrker •••• 
17. Client rejects suggestions made by worker •.•. 
18. Client asks about personal life of t..rorker ..•. 
19. Client is conscientious about keeping appoint-
ment s .......•................. · • · · · • · • • · · · · · · 
20. Client active in directing course of treatment 
(appointment times, subjects to discuss, etc.) 
21. Client passive, letting you make decisions .•. 
OBSERVED FREQUENCY 
Kr TERMINATION 
N R s 0 A 
OBS. CHANGE 
FROM INrAKE 
ASSESSMENT 
INC N.C. DEC G N P 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
..;t 
.co ITEMS 
22. Client makes demands on your time other than 
appointment times via telephone calls or 
unexpected visits ..••.•..•.•.••.••.•...••.•• 
23. Client shows clear evidence of imitating any 
aspect of your behavior, e.g. speech, values, 
mannerisms , etc . ............................ . 
24. Client makes statements such as, "You sound 
like my father, mother, brother, friend," 
etc. . ............................... , ..... . 
OBSERVED FREQUENCY 
AT TERMINATION 
N R s 0 A 
OBS. CHANGE 
FROM INTAKE 
INC N.C. DEC 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - . -
ASSESSMENT 
G N P 
1.1'\ 
00 
Items 25 and·26·have been added only-for.group workers. These 
items should-also be answered on the basis of the worker's ~e· 
lationship with,one group member. 
25. 
26. 
ITEMS 
Non-verbal forms of communication ..•.•...........•••..•.• 0 
A. Friendly gestures by member. . . • . . . • • • • . . . . . . . • . • • . . • • 1j 
B. Restlessness •••••••••.•..•..•••.••••••••••••••.•.•••• 11 c. Fights closeness to worker .•.•••••.••••.•.••••••.•••• I 
D. Plays with objects rather than being near worker •.•.. 
E. Plays with parts of body, e.g. picks finger nails •••. , 
F. Displays uneasiness in worker's presence .••••••....•• I 
G. Relaxed in worker's presence •.•....... ·••··••·••···•• I 
H. Eye contact with worker •...•..••..••••.••....•.•••••• 
I. Uninterested in worker, • . • • . • • . • . • . . . . . • • . . . . . • • • . • • • . 
J. Complete inattentiveness to ~.,orker................. . . II 
K. Smiles at worker .................................... . 
L. Laughs at worker's conunent •••.••.•.••.•.••.•••.•.•••• 
M. Laughs at own colllUlent • ................................ 
N. Emphatic use of hands •.•.•...•.•••.....•••.•.••.....• 
0. Leaves group before session is over ••.••••.••.••..•.. 
P. Comes to group early ...•...••....•..••..•••..•.....•• 
Q. Willing to give to worker ............... ••·••···••• .. 1 
R. Offers to do things for worker. . • • . . . . • • • • • • • • • • . . . • . 1 
S. Able to accept from worker. . . • . . • • . . • . • • . • • . • . . • . . • . . ~~~ 
T. Lets worker do things for him ...•.•.••••••••.•....•• i 
I U. Offers gifts to vrorker.... • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . • . . i" 
v. Crys .............. ................................... . 
W. Daydreams or is "off in o~m \..rorld" 
X. Please list any other belot-r •.•.•••.••••.••.••••...•.• 
..................................................... 
..................................................... 
..................................................... 
Impact of 
A. Group 
the group on worker-member relationship ••••••.. ,. 
rejects lJOrker ......... ~ ...................... . 
B. Group 
C. Group 
D. Group 
E. Group 
F. Group 
accepts worker . ............................... . 
feels hostile toward ~·rorker •.••••••..••.•...••• 
feels friendly toward worker ••..••.••••••••••• 
is passive to worker •••••••..•••••.•••••..••••• 
actively uses worker ••••••••••••••••.••..••.••• 
I 
OBSERVED~ FREQUENCY 
AT TERMINATION 
N: R :J 0 A 11 
j • I• 
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APPENDIX B 86 
Background. Information of ~orkers and Clients 
The detailed information regarding the casework and 
group work samples are presented in the following tables. 
Unless otherwise indicated~ all of the tables are constructed 
as follows. The left side of the table is devoted to the 
casework sample~ the right side to the group work sample. 
Each sample is divided into two subsamples and a total: 
(1) G.R. equals Good Relationship cases, (2) P.R. equals 
Poor Relationship cases, and (3) Total equals sums of G.R. 
and P.R. Both the number of times the item appeared and its 
percentage based on the total sub-sample are given. Where 
appropriate the average and range are included at the bottom 
of the table. 
The first three tables relating to the workers are only 
divided between casework and group work. The same workers 
reported on an equal number of good and poor relationship 
cases. 
Tables included in the text of the thesis, or which 
contained data fully developed in the thesis have been 
omitted. 
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I. BACKGROUND INFORMhTION REGARDING CASEWORK AND GROUP WORK 
RESPONDENTS 
A. MARITAL STATUS 
I Casework il Group work I 
Status No. % j: No.; % I 
" 
1 Single I 3 33.3 II 1 ' 33.3 ! 
I 
' Married i 4 44.4 lj 2 ; 66.7 :, I Widowed 1 2 22,2 ;l - --I 
! I i !i I 1 Total 9 99.9 3 100,0 L 
B. RELIGION 
L casework ,, Group Hork 
I No. I % .I 
r, 
I % No.: 
' 
' 
Protestant 4 44.4 2 66.7 
Catholic 2 2'? " 1: - I ._,c i Jewish 3 33.3 ll 1 33.3 :I 
tl 
Total 9 99.9 
li 
I! 
•: 3 100,0 
' 
c. EXPERIENCE 
roup wor 
Years % 
L 15-19 1 11.1 I! 
l 10-14 2 22.2 I) 5-9 3 33.3 1 33.3 l i 0-4 3 33.3 1: 2 i 66.7 1: 
I ,, Total 9 99.9 ,: ? 100,0 I I ...) ,. 
L 
Average ~ 7.9 '· :, 2. 7 
\years :! years 
Range I 1-19 .. 1-5 ,, 
• years ::years 
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II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION REGARDING CASEWORK AND GROUP WORK 
CLIENTS. 
A. .AGE 
Casework Group work I I 
G.R ! P.R. i Total il G.R. ! P.R. ; Total I I 
Years:No. % rNo. % ! No .. r; j: No. % : No. 90 1 No. ?b I I 
I j 
- t' 6 i 10-19t .. 2~. 11 ... - 1 - 100 ; 6 1~01 12 100 20-29. - 1 5.6 ° 1 2.8 ._ - I_ - -1 30-391 5 1'' 38.9 IZ 33.3 1 - - !- - -• 40-49! 8 44.51 4 22.2 0 12 33.3 0 - - i - I - -50-59i 2 11.1! 3 16,6 f ~- 13.9 I - - != - ! - -60-70! 3 16.6! ~ 16.7 ,j I ) ..... 16.6 - - ~- - ! - -I ~ ! . 
I 
100 16 
I 
Totaljl8 l 99.9 I 36 100.0 II 6 1ool 99.9! 18 12 100 I 
Aver-. I I II 12.1 I 12.5 1 ase.! ! 46 I 42 44 12.6 I 
Rangef32-66 I 26-10 I l• 111-15 l I 26-70 I' 11-17 11-17 I 
I ' 
B. SEX 
~- Casework Group work 
0 0 
G.:R. t1 p. R. I Total ,, a. R. I P.R. Total 
Sex No • : 'fo pNO. 'fo . --No. % i! No. %· ; No. %. ; No • a;; 
I l i !i I I 0 I ,, 
!Male··~ I jl2 /66.7 25 69.5 i 4166. 7 ! 4166. 71 8 66.7 13!72.3 I ,Female 5.27.7 I 6 !33.3 11 130.6 2 ; 33. 3 I 2 l 33. 3 : 4!33.3 
' 
I 
' 
: 
! I : 
I 1361100.0 II 6 j1coo j jTotal 18 f lCDD ~ 18 lilCX>. 0 6 /1ro.o 12 100.0 
I 0 0 0 j f I 
C'\ 
co C. MARITAL STATUS 
Casework Group work 
G.R. P.R. Total G.R. P.R. Total i 
--' 
St,atus 
~)ingle 
.Married 
Divorcerl 
Total 
No. 
7 ! 
9 I 
2 i 
% No. % No. 
39 41 22. 2 ~~ 11 I 
so 13) 72.2 22 
11.1 1 1 5.6 i 3: 
% 
30.6 
61.1 
8.3 
No. % 
I : 
61100 I 
- - I ~ I - .... ; 
18 1100.1 I 181100.0 36 100.0 I 6llOC I 
D. OCCUPATION 
Casework 
G.R. P.R. Total G.R. 
Occupation I No. % No. % No. % No. 
Unskilled I j t 6 33.3 2! 11.1 ; 8 1· 22.2 1 -I ' . I Skilled i 6 33.3 3 1 16.6 : 9 : 25.0 -
•iJusiness & j j i j I 
Professional! 1 5. 6 1 1 5. 6 I 2 5. 6 -
Unemployed l 5 1 27.8 !12,. 66.7 i 17 47.31 6 * 
I I I j I 
-, . - I I , 
t Tot.a\ I 18 1100.0 118,100.0_1 361100.1 6 
: 
* all were in school. 
No. % 
I 
~ I 1~0 
T ... .,, 
61ltC 
No. % 
I 
=211~0 
- I -
' 
12,100 
Group work 
P.R. Total 
% No. % No. 
I I -
- I 
- I I l 
% 
100 I I 6* ! I 100 i 12* I 100 
i ! 
100 1 
T 
6 : 100 I 12 1 100 I l 
0 
0'\ 
E. RELIGION 
; 
-----· Casework Group work 1 
G.R. P.R. Total G.R. P.R. Total 
Reli2ion No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
I i I 
IProtestantj 3 /18.8 6 i 33.3 
1~atholic 112 i 75.0 12 j66. 7 1-' ewish 1 1 6. 2 - 1 -
I . . . 
~ota1 I 16*1100.0; 181100.0 ,. 
I I j I I . 
9 r, 6.5 
24 70.6 
1 2.9 
! I I 
I I . 1 3 5o.o ! 
I 2! 33.4 I 11
1 
16.6 : 
l I 
34* j1oo.o /6/1oo.o I 
2 40.0 
2 40.0 
1 20.0 
5*,100.0 
*Religion not recorded on 2 of the casework and 1 
of the group work QUESTIONNAIRES 
I 
5 1 45 .s 
4 I 36.4 
2 118.1 
11* 1100.0 
~ II. DESCRIPTION OF CASEWORK AND GROUP WORI< CASES 
A. TYPE OF REFERRAL 
I 1 Casework 
Source of~ G.R. p .R. Total G.R. p .R. Total Group work 
Referral i No. ~~ No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 
' ! I I I ! i ,. I I ' 
"I 
10 
!Self I 3~ 16.6 4 23.5j 7 20.01 - ... I -1 -! 
!Medical !12i 66.7 11 1 64.7j23 65.8! lll6.7j _! -I 11 8.3 
!
'Social j 21 11.1 2 11.8 i 4 ! 11.4. 11 16.7 I 2! 33.3 1 3 25.0 
Worker j j I 1 i j I j ' I 
chool - - . ! - I - ; - ! 2 i 33.3 3 50.0 ! 5 41.7 
Other* - i - I - ' - i 2 1 16. 7 I 3 • 25. 0 t
ourt 1 1 5. 6 - : - 1 ! 2. 8: - i - 1 - - I - -
otal 1181100.0 j 17*~ 100.0 i 35 !10o.oi 61 100.0 l 6 100.0 I 12!100.0 1 l i I I ! ! \ ! . 1 
' I 
*other: e.g.invited by group, psychiatric clinic, community center. 
**one case not reported. 
B. MOTIVATION AT INI'AKE 
Casework 
!Highly Middly 
I' tot.; 
4 
4 
4 
G.R 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
Ambiva-
'lent 
ContrarYi 
1to Pre-
lference 
5 ! 
I jTOta1 
. ].. 
;_18; 
P.R. 
% No. 
I 
22.2 i 3 
22.2 l 3 
22.21 6 
21.1 j 4 I 
5.6 I 2 I 
99 0 9 ; 18 I 
Total 
% ; No. % 
I 
119.4 i i 16.61 7 
.6.6 7 jl9.4 
33.3 I 10 I 21.8 
I \25.0 22 .2, 9 
11.11 3 8.3 
99.8 . 36 ;99.9 
Group work 
G.R. P.R. Total 
No. % No. % No. % 
' I 
2 I 16.1 2 33.3 
- I -
3 1 2s.o - - 3 1 so .o 
1 i 16.7 
- -
1 i 8.3 I 
i 
1 116.7 I 4 166.7 5 141.6 
I I 
- -
1 ! 16.7 1 I 8.3 
6 100.0 6 !100.1 12 I 99.9 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
(',1 
0\ 
C. NUMBER OF TIMES SEEN 
Casework GrouE work ~ G.R. P.R. Total G.R. p .R. Total 
Times seen No. % No. '1. No. % No. % No. % No. % 
I ' I i ! ! 
- I - : 
I \ i 1 I 12.5 
- I : I 150 - ' - I - 1 i 25 1 - l - i 
I 5. 9 : ! 
I 
121-140 1 i - ! - 1 i 2.9 : 
- , - I 1 : 25 1 I 12.5 I 
1 1 25 ! 101-120 1 1 s.9 - i - 1 ! 2. 9 : ~ I ;5 I 1 ' 12.5 I i I 2 1 25.o 81-100 1 I 5.9 - j - 1 1 2.9 , 1 1 25 1 61-80 2 11.8. - I - I 2 I 5.9 ; 
- I - - I - - I -41-60 1 I 5.9 I - I - i I I j 1 2. 9 I - - - i - - -61 35.2 I ' I I 1 I 25 1 1 12.5 21-40 6 t 35.2 12 135.4 : I I 1-20 5 I 29.4 : 11 164.8 ~ 16 j47.0 l 1 ; 25 1 I 25 2 I 25.0 ! I I . I ' l ; i I I i I ! 
Total *171100.0 l 17* 1100.0 ! 34 199.9 ! 4' 1100 ' 4'1100 8 100.0 i 
1
Average I ! ! I ! 48.4 ! 16.7 32.6 96.5 70.0 I 83.3 I i 
I 
i 
' 
!Range I 
I 
12-140 I 4-35 4-140 16-150 i 14-130 1 14-150 
I I I I i l I . 
*one respondent did not complete. 
'two respondents did not complete. 
M 
0\ 
D. LENGTH OF TIME SEEN 
Casework Group work 
Period of j G.R. P.R. Total G.R. P.R. Total 1 % No. % No • ~~ No . % No. % No • % time seen l No. 
i 
2 yrs - I 
4 yrs. 
11 mos. -
1 yr. 
8 mos. - 1 
10 mos. 
5 mos. -
7 mos. 
2 mos. -
4 mos. 
!Total 
61 33.3 
41 22.2 
I 
-I 
71 
11 
39.0 
5.6 
18 !100.1 
2 I 11.8 
5 i 29.4 
I 
i 
6 '17.1 i 
6 17.1 
5 14.3 : 
6 I I 
4 I 
3s. 2 1 u I 37.2 ! 
j 
23.5 i 5 11+. 3 
! 
17*1 99.9 
l 
I 
i 35*!100.0 I 
i I i 
I 
5 i 
I 
- I 
I 
1 ! 
! 
I 
83.41 
- I 
- I 
- I 
16.6 j 
6 1 1oo.o: 
I 
2 I 
3 I 
- I 
I 33.4 I 
so.o 1 
- I I 
! 
I 
- I I 
! 16.6 I 1 : 
I 6 ,100.0 
i 
Average I 11.6 mos j 2 yrs.4 mos j 22 mos ,,. 
I 
I . 
4mos-4yrs. j 4mos-3~yrs ·13mos-4yrs. ~ 
l i i 1 yr. 4 mo 1 7 mos • 
I I I . l 4mos-4yrs .,4mos-lyr. Range 
I 
*one respondent did not complete 
I 
I 
I 
1 1 58.3 
i 
3 1 25.0 
- I -
I 
- I -
I 
2 1 16.7 
I 
12 1100.0 
' 
' 
2 yrs.l mo. 
3mos-4yrs. 
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